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Weed  control  Program 


The  Montana  public  is  beccming  increasingly 
aware  of  what  the  state's  agricultural  camunity 
has  kncwn  for  years  -  namely  that  the  spread  of 
noxious  weeds  is  a  major  environmental  problem  in 
Montana.   Spotted  knapweed  alone  has  infested  an 
estimate*^  two  mi.llion  prrp"^ .   vjhile  leafv  '^nnrae 
has  claimed  another  half  million  acres.  Diffuse 
knapv/eed,  wild  oats,  St.  Johnswort,  Dalmation 
toadflax,  and  Canada  thistle  are  also  on  the 
increase.  The  effects  of  this  weed  invasion 
include  deteriorating  range  land,  loss  of  forage 
for  livestock  and  wildlife,  reduced  crop  pro- 
duction, escalating  herbicide  use,  and  the 
attendant  irtpacts  on  Montana '  s  economy . 

Despite  widespread  recognition  of  the  weed 
prc±)lem,  several  biological  factors  make  noxious 
weeds  extremely  difficult  to  control.  Most  weeds 
are  introduced  species  that  were  brought  to  North 
America  without  the  natural  insect  or  disease 
controls  that  keep  them  in  check  in  their  native 
range.  Spotted  knapweed  releases  prodigious 
amounts  of  seed  and  produces  a  soil  toxin  which 
inhibits  the  growth  of  other  plants;  leafy  spurge 
has  an  extremely  deep  root  system  which  can 
persist  despite  years  of  treatment.  VVhile  most 
weeds  readily  colonize  disturbed  areas,  knapweed, 
spurge  and  scjns  other  noxious  weeds  can  also 
invade  prime  range land. 
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Administrative  factors  have  also  hindered  weed  control.  Local 
goveminents  and  state  and  federal  land  management  agencies  are  just 
beginning  to  cooperate  effectively  in  addressing  the  weed  problem.  Many 
county  weed  districts  have  operated  their  programs  haphazardly,  without  an 
overall  approach  or  long-range  plan. 

The  magnitude  of  the  problem  has  spawned  a  variety  of  citizen  and 
governmental  initiatives.  One  of  these  efforts  has  been  the  formation  of 
an  interagency  weed  subccnmittee  with  representatives  of  the  Ei-ivironirental 
(Xiality  Council,  the  Montana  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the  Montana 
\-teed  Control  Association.  The  subccrrmittee  has  carefully  reviewed  the 
financial  and  administrative  aspects  of  the  weed  control  effort  in  Ntintana; 
as  a  result  of  this  review  the  subcarrriittee  has  developed' a  draft  proposal 
to  fund  weed  control  in  Montana  and  draft  legislation  to  replace  the 
current  county  weed  law. 

The  draft  funding  proposal  for  noxious  weed  control  outlines  a  number 
of  options  for  both  the  state  and  the  counties.  On  the  state  level,  three 
separate  entities  will  need  funding  through  the  Department  of  Agriculture: 
operating  expenses  for  a  state  weed  coordinator  ($33,000  per  year),  a  weed 
advisory  commission  ($15,000) ,  and  a  demonstration  grant  program 
(eventually  funded  by  a  permanent  trust  of  $1  million) . 

The  state  weed  coordinator,  whose  function  would  be  to  assist  local 
coinnunities  in  developing  effective  weed  management  programs,  is  proposed 
to  be  supported  through  general  fund  appropriation. 

The  weed  advisory  comission ,  a  7-  or  9-member  board,  would  establish 
a  direct  line  cf  ccirrnunication  frcxn  various  interest  groups  to  the 
agriculture  department  and  would  provide  a  public  forum  on  state  efforts  to 
manage  noxious  weeds.  It  is  proposed  that  the  caimission  would  also  be 
funded  through  a  general  fund  appropriation. 

The  demonstration  grants  program  is  intended  to  allow  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  support  innovative,  coordinated  weed  management  projects 
conducted  on  the  local  level.  Such  efforts,  now  underway  in  the  Marias 
River  Basin,  the  East  Pioneers,  and  Jefferson  County,  have  proven  to  be  the 
best  opportunity  to  establish  effective,  long-term  noxious  weed  management. 

Several  options  have  been  suggested  for  funding  the  state 
demonstration  grants  program,  including  general  fund  appropriations,  a  1% 
tax  on  herbicides,  a  statewide  mill  levy,  a  IC  per  acre  property  tax,  or  a 
conbination  of  these  sources.  The  proposal  drafted  by  the  interagency  weed 
subconmittee  envisions  the  establishment  of  a  $1  million  trust  fund  to 
support  the  demonstration  projects.  During  the  first  four  years,  a 
percentage  of  the  fund  principal  would  be  given  in  grants;  fron  the  fifth 
year  on,  the  program  would  be  supported  solely  by  interest  from  the 
accumulated  trust  fund. 

On  the  local  level,  county  weed  districts  are  limited  by  law  to 
appropriating  money  from  the  county  general  fund  or  levying  a  tax  not 
exceeding  two  mills.  Proposals  to  increase  the  amounts  counties  can  raise 
for  weed  control  have  centered  on  raising  the  local  permissive  mill  levy. 

The  proposed  new  weed  law,  entitled  the  "Noxious  Plant  Management 
Act,"  revises  the  county  weed  law,  which  currently  guides  the  operation  of 
most  weed  control  programs.  The  act  is  intended  to  address  the 
deficiencies  in  the  law  and  to  increase  the  effectiveness  of  weed  control 


in  Montana.  The  bill  retains  the  existing  county  (district)  jurisdiction 
over  weed  control  programs,  but  provides  the  weed  board  (noxious  plant 
management  board)  with  much  clearer  direction  and  rrore  flexibility.  The 
bill  allcws  the  board  to  target  its  limited  resources  to  weed  infestations 
of  particular  importance  and  defines  the  duties,  powers  and  administrative 
procedures  that  will  govern  the  board's  actions.  Some  of  the  specific 
provisions  in  the  bill: 

— require  the  preparation  of  a  long-term  noxious  plant  management  plan 
in  each  district; 

— direct  the  board  to  adopt  standards  for  the  managerrent  of  each 
noxious  plant  species; 

— allow  the  board  to  designate  special  zones,  within  which  each 
landowner  must  enter  an  agreement  specifying  how  noxious  plants  will  be 
managed; 

— clarify  who  has  financial  responsibility  for  noxious  plant 
management  on  private  lands; 

— allow  private  citizens  to  enploy  alternative  irethods  to  manage 
noxious  plants  on  their  own  land  or  on  adjacent  highway  rights-of-way  under 
an  approved  plan;  and 

— require  state  agencies  to  enter  cooperative  agreements  with  the 
board  for  noxious  plant  management. 

The  Environmental  Quality  Council  and  its  Toxic  Substances 
Subcanmittee  will  continue  to  review  proposals  on  funding  and  legislation 
for  weed  control  in  Montana.  Corments  frcm  the  public  are  welcomed. 


EQC  &  Subcommittees  Meet 

The  Environirental  Quality  Council  and  its  subccsmittees  met  Thursday 
and  Friday,  September  6  and  7  in  the  Capitol.  The  Natural  Resources 
Oversight  Conmittee  continued  developing  legislation  to  restructure  the 
disburserrent  of  Resource  Indemnity  Trust  (RIT)  funds.  The  subcarmittee 
also  received  a  status  report  from  its  consultant,  John  C.  Orth,  on  the 
revision  of  rules  implementing  the  Major  Facility  Siting  Act  (MFSA)  .  The 
Department  will  begin  formal  proceedings  on  the  modified  rules  this  month 
(see  article  on  page  8) . 

On  Friday,  the  Subconmittee  on  Toxic  Substances  met  to  consider  draft 
legislation  substantially  revising  the  state's  weed  control  program  and 
reviewed  several  preliminary  options  on  worker  and  conmunity  right- to-kncw 
of  hazardous  substances  legislation.  The  Water  Oversight  Subcamittee  also 
reviewed  proposed  state  budgets  for  water  quality  enforcement  programs 
within  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences.  The 
subconmittee  members  expressed  concern  over  the  funds  available  to 
investigate  and  rectify  water  quality  problems. 

The  full  EQC  considered  the  problem  of  leaking  underground  storage 
tanks  and  their  increased  threat  to  groundwater  quality.  As  part  of  this 
discussion,  the  council  reviewed  possible  funding  options  to  enable  the 


Water  Quality  Bureau  to  taken  reiTiedial  action  on  water  pollution  incidents. 
The  bureau  would  then  be  reirtiDursed  by  the  liable  party. 

Duane  Robertson,  chief  of  the  Solid  Waste  Manageinent  Bureau,  reported 
to  the  council  on  options  for  storage  and  disposal  of  hazardous  waste  in 
Montana.  The  council  urged  the  bureau  to  develop  alternative  legislative 
proposals  inplementing  the  recarmendations  in  his  report. 

The  chairman  of  the  Natural  Resources  Information  Syston  Advisory 
Council,  Howard  Johnson,  reported  to  the  EQC  the  findings  of  that  group. 
Legislation  has  been  drafted  and  funding  proposed  for  a  natural  resources 
information  cataloguing  system  that  will  make  existing  natural  resources 
data  more  accessible  to  who  have  need  of  the  information.  The  ccmnittee 
also  proposed  funding  a  natural  heritage  program  that  will  inventory  flora 
and  fauna  and  their  ecological  importance  in  Montana. 

Finally,  the  EQC  adopted  the  recarmendations  a  draft  staff  report 
evaluating  the  Renewable  Energy  and  Conservation  program.  The  members 
received  a  status  report  on  the  Clark  Fork  River  Basin  Study  and  on  the 
r-iDntana/Alberta  legislative  exchange  planned  for  October  5. 

The  EQC  plans  to  meet  by  the  end  of  October  to  begin  finalizing 
legislative  proposals. 


Mineral  Taxation  Presentation 

Bob  Davidoff,  a  mineral  economist  for  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  in 
Denver,  attended  the  EQC  Natural  Resources  Oversight  Subcormittee  meeting 
to  present  a  report  on  "Taxation  and  the  Profitability  of  Mineral 
Operations  in  Eight  Mountain  States  and  Wisconsin:  A  Hypothetical  Study." 

The  study,  which  Davidoff  coauthored  with  Ronald  Hurdlebrink,  used  a 
ccrrputer  model  to  show  hew  state  and  local  taxes  affect  the  potential 
profit  of  hard-rock  mining  developments.  The  results  Davidoff  presented  to 
the  subcoimiittee  included: 

— progressive  taxes  on  gross  revenues  generally  have  more  effect  on 
profitability  than  those  based  on  net  revenues,  although  very  high  tax 
rates  on  net  revenues  also  had  an  impact  on  profitability; 

— severance  taxes  are  generally  assessed  on  gross  revenues  without 
deductions  for  mining  expenses,  and  thereby  have  a  more  severe  effect  on 
mining  operations  with  low  profit  levels; 

— property  taxes  are  a  stable  source  of  revenues  and,  for  properties 
that  are  currently  nonproducers ,  are  likely  to  be  the  largest  portion  of 
the  state  tax  burden  over  the  life  expectancy  of  the  mine; 

— state  income  taxes  are  directly  related  to  the  profit  of  the  mine; 

— Montana  had  the  highest  taxation  total  of  any  of  the  states  studied 
for  a  producing  copper  mine,  and  provided  the  lowest  rate  of  return; 

— Montana  was  in  the  middle  of  the  pack  in  taxation  and  rate  of  return 
for  two  other  hypothetical  situations:  a  nonproducing  platinum  property 
and  a  nonproducing  gold  deposit. 


While  the  stuc3y  gave  a  corparison  of  taxation  rates  and  types  among 
the  nine  states,  it  did  not  measiire  the  relative  iirportance  of  taxation  in 
figuring  the  potential  profitability  of  a  mineral  development.  As  Davidoff 
pointed  out,  the  "potential  profitability  level  of  a  mineral  property 
[also]  depends  on  the  geologic,  engineering,  and  economic  characteristics 

of  the  deposit "   Nonetheless,  the  study  indicated  that,  in  certain 

instances,  local  taxation  might  mean  the  difference  between  developing  and 
not  developing  a  hard- rock  mine. 

Further  study  is  needed  on  the  effect  of  varying  mill  levies  on  the 
overall  tax  burden  for  a  mine,  and  on  the  possibilities  of  designing  a 
state  tax  system  which  enables  taxes  to  offset  each  other.  In  particular, 
the  potentials  for  designing  state  taxes  that  would  allcw  mine  operators  to 
credit  sore  of  their  payments  against  federal  taxes  needs  investigation.  A 
study  of  the  comparative  effects  of  taxation  in  relation  to  other  mining 
factors  (e.g.  production  cost,  market  price)  may  also  be  desirable. 


Proposed  Changes  for  RITT 

The  EQC  Natural  Resources  CVersight  Subcormittee  (fJEOS)  has  begun 
reviewing  draft  legislation  to  establish  a  program  to  allocate  money  from 
the  Resource  Indemnity  Tax  Trust  fund.  The  proposed  program  is  in  response 
to  direction  from  the  1983  Montana  Legislature,  which  called  for  an  end  to 
the  use  of  RITT  funds  for  operating  expenses  of  state  agencies. 

The  Resource  Indemnity  Tax  Trust  is  funded  by  a  ^5  of  1%  tax  on  the 
value  of  all  minerals  produced  in  Montana.  Unallocated  interest  earnings 
from  the  trust  during  the  next  biennium  are  estimated  to  total  about  $9 
million. 

The  mechanism  of  fund  allocation  contained  in  the  subccmmittee  draft 
bill  parallels  the  Schwinden  administration's  proposed  Natural  Resource 
Legacy  Program.  Under  the  governor's  proposal,  public  agencies  could 
submit  grant  applications  to  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation  for  use  of  RITI  funds.  The  department  would  rank  projects 
according  to  their  merits  and  their  consistency  with  program  objectives. 
DNRC  would  then  forward  recomnendations  to  the  legislature  for  final 
action . 

The  NROS  draft  bill  retains  this  general  structure,  but  subccrmittee 
members  are  considering  ways  to  make  private  interests  as  well  as  public 
agencies  eligible  for  grants  for  projects  that  will  produce  the  desired 
public  goals.  The  NROS  bill  also  proposes  a  formal  interagency  review  of 
applications  and  would  establish  legislative  oversight  for  the 
administration  of  the  program. 

The  NRDS  draft  bill  again  differs  fron  the  governor's  proposal  in  the 
scope  of  projects  that  would  be  eligible  for  RITT  funding.  Under  the 
governor's  proposal,  eligible  projects  would  include  reclamation  of  land 


affected  by  mineral  develcpment,  research  and  development  of  renewable  and 
nonrenewable  resources,  response  to  socioeconomic  impacts  fran  mineral 
development,  and  soil  and  water  conservation  efforts.  The  NRDS  version 
would  restrict  the  eligible  projects  to  those  more  directly  related  to 
inpacts  frcm  mineral  development.  This  focus  reflects  the  subccnraittee '  s 
concern  that  adequate  funds  be  available  to  address  mineral  develcpment 
inpacts.  The  NRDS  bill  also  would  restrict  funding  of  research  and 
develcpnent  projects  to  those  that  would  enhance  the  efficiency  of  mineral 
extraction  or  use,  and  the  bill  would  allcw  support  of  a  natural  resource 
information  system  to  catalogue  state  data  on  natural  resources,  make  that 
data  accessible  to  industry  and  other  users,  and  eliminate  costly 
dt^lication. 

NROS  members  are  also  interested  in  the  continued  funding  of  those 
renewable  resource  projects  (agricultural,  timber,  and  rangeland 
iirprovements  and  conservation  district  water  reservations)  that  are  now 
supported  by  the  renewable  resource  developrrent  (RRD)  fund,  an  earmarked 
coal  tax  account.  The  administration's  legacy  proposal  would  make  these 
renewable  resource  projects  eligible  for  RITT  funds,  but  would  transfer  the 
earmarked  coal  tax  revenues  into  the  water  development  account.  The  EQC 
subcormittee  plans  to  evaluate  methods  to  retain  the  earmarked  RRD  funds, 
either  through  a  separate  RRD  account  or  as  a  specified  portion  of  the  RITT 
account,  to  insure  that  RRD  projects  will  maintain  at  least  their  current 
level  of  support. 

The  EQC  Natural  Resources  Oversight  Subccmmittee  will  continue  to 
refine  its  proposed  legislation  and  explore  other  issues  in  an  effort  to 
reach  consensus  on  RIiT  allocations  well  in  advance  of  the  1985  legislative 
session. 


Montana-Alberta  Exchange 

The  second  installment  of  the  Montana-Alberta  legislative  exchange  is 
set  for  Friday,  October  5,  in  Great  Falls.  The  meeting,  a  follcw-up  to  the 
successful  session  held  in  Edmonton  in  February,  will  provide  the 
opportunity  for  state  and  provincial  lawmakers  to  share  cormon  concerns  and 
work  toward  solution  of  transboundary  issues. 

The  major  areas  of  discussion  will  include  the  Milk  River  water 
storage  and  allocation,  cattle  and  grain  trade  and  marketing,  and  ccxnmon 
standards  and  research  topics  (such  as  agricultural  disease  prevention, 
weed  control,  and  saline  seep) .  Based  on  the  interests  of  Montana  and 
Alberta  participants,  selected  topics  may  be  researched  in-depth  to  provide 
ccrparative  policy  analyses  and  to  identify  ways  to  resolve  specific  border 
issues. 


Groundwater  contamination 
Addressed 

Recent  groundwater  contamination  problems  were  discussed  at  the 
Environmental  Quality  Council  meeting  on  Friday,  September  7.  In  the  past 
21  months,  38  contamination  occurrences  have  been  reported.  Sources  of 
contamination  include  surface  spills,  pipeline  leaks  and  underground 
storage  tank  and  delivery  system  leaks.  All  have  involved  petroleum 
products,  with  the  most  comrtsn  sources  being  leaking  underground  storage 
tanks. 

Kevin  Keenan  of  the  Water  Quality  Bureau,  Department  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences,  explained  the  extremely  high  cost  of  groundwater 
investigations  and  clean-up  efforts.  He  noted  that  limited  resources  for 
handling  groundwater  contamination  prc±)lems  make  it  difficult  for  staff  to 
go  beyond  finding  the  source  and  the  extent  of  the  contamination. 
Containing  the  contamination  and  identifying  the  responsible  party  often 
require  major  expenditures  which  the  bureau  cannot  afford  on  an  ongoing 
basis. 

Three  strategies  for  handling  these  problems  were  introduced  to  the 
EQC,  based  on  a  comprehensive  storage  tank  regulatory  system  implemented  by 
Florida.  The  first  strategy  involves  creation  of  a  storage  tank  inventory 
system  for  identifying  new  tanks,  existing  tanks  in  use,  and  abandoned 
tanks.  Any  changes  in  the  status  of  a  storage  tank  would  also  have  to  be 
reported.  The  second  strategy  entails  the  establishment  of  a  monitoring 
system  for  the  early  detection  of  leaks.  These  requirements  would  apply  to 
both  new  and  existing  storage  tanks,  though  the  latter  would  be  given  a 
time  schedule  for  corpliance.  Finally,  the  third  strategy  calls  for  a  fund 
to  facilitate  investigation,  identification  of  responsible  parties,  and 
clean-up  of  areas  with  contaminated  groundwater.  Possible  sources  of 
funding  include  direct  legislative  appropriation.  Resource  Indemnity  Ttust 
monies,  and  a  tax  (e.g.,  2  cents  per  barrel)  on  petroleum  and  other 
chemicals  marketed  in  the  state. 

One  proposal  that  would  help  irtplement  the  third  strategy  was 
presented  by  Steve  Pilcher,  chief  of  the  Water  Quality  Bureau:  a  water 
quality  protection  fund  established  by  appropriation  of  money  frcm  either 
the  general  fund  or  the  Resource  Indemnity  Trust  fund.  This  fund  would 
then  be  used  for  both  groundwater  and  surface  water  quality  investigations. 
Under  this  proposal,  money  recovered  from  parties  responsible  for  pollution 
would  be  returned  to  the  fund. 

The  Environmental  Quality  Council  expressed  an  interest  in  further 
information  on  the  groundwater  contamination  prcblem,  including  strategies 
used  by  other  states  in  handling  underground  storage  tanks.   The  Council 
also  asked  for  a  report  on  any  developments  concerning 
the  water  quality  protection  fund. 


New  Rules  for  Siting  Act 


For  the  past  year  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 
has  been  developing  new  rules  to  irtpleinent  the  Major  Facility  Siting  Act. 
These  rules  have  new  been  ccrpleted  and  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
for  public  notice  and  cament.  A  decision  by  the  Board  of  Natural 
Resources  and  Conservation  is  probable  late  this  year. 

The  Environmental  Quality  Council  has  been  active  in  monitoring  the 
rules  development  process.  John  Qrth  of  J.C.  Orth  &  Associates,  a 
professional  engineer  and  former  director  of  the  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  and  Conservation,  was  selected  to  lead  the  monitoring  and 
evaluation  efforts.  His  findings  enphasize  the  professional  quality  of  the 
rules,  and  that  the  rules  "reflect  the  historic  Department  and  Board 
interpretation  of  the  Act  in  an  objective  fashion." 

Orth  found  particular  improvements  in  the  treatment  and  definition  of 
the  "need"  determination,  the  delineation  of  requirements  for  applications 
and  long-range  plans,  and  the  decision  standards  and  methodology  that  the 
Board  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  uses  in  its  certification 
process.  Areas  that  could  be  further  developed  include  providing  more 
quantitative  criteria  for  addressing  environmental  factors,  and  protecting, 
if  possible,  confidential  business  information.  He  also  suggested 
additional  rules  for  applying  the  alternative  siting  and  baseline  data 
requirements  to  wind,  geothermal,  and  hydroelectric  technologies;  for 
retrofitting  existing  plants  to  achieve  greater  efficiency  through 
innovative  technologies;  and  for  guiding  the  post-certification  monitoring 
and  review  of  projects. 

The  Environmental  Quality  Council  will  monitor  the  public  hearings  and 
and  note  conments  on  the  rules.  Copies  of  the  rules  are  available  from  the 
DNRC  Energy  Division,  Capitol  Station,  Helena,  MT  59620  (406/444-6697) . 


Water  Marketing  committee 

The  Select  CaTTtdttee  on  Water  Marketing  will  hold  public  hearings  on 
several  aspects  of  state  water  policy  during  the  month  of  Septanber. 
Hearings  are  scheduled  to  be  held  at  the  following  locations  and  dates: 
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Sidney  Thursday,  September  20,  1984 

Sidney  Moose  Lodge  7:00  p.m. 

Great  Falls  Monday,  September  24,  1984 

Civic  Center,  Cctttnission  Chantsers  7:00  p.m. 

Bozeman  Wednesday,  September  26,  1984 

Bozeman  City  Library  7:00  p.m. 

The  committee  is  requesting  public  coirment  on  the  export  of  water,  the 
use  of  water  for  coal  slurry,  the  sale  of  water  for  in-  and  out-of-state 
uses,  and  how  Montana  can  maximize  its  fair  share  of  Missouri  River 
water. 

During  the  past  year  the  camiittee  has  held  a  series  of  public 
meetings  and  seminars  to  discuss  these  issues.  The  September  public 
hearings  will  coirplete  the  connittee's  study  before  it  prepares  final 
reccimiendations  for  the  1985  legislative  session. 

Written  public  coments  will  also  be  taken  fron  individuals  and 
organizations  unable  to  attend  the  public  hearings.  These  written  remarks 
should  be  postmarked  no  later  than  September  28,  1984,  and  should  be  sent 
to  the  Montana  Environmental  Quality  Council,  Capitol  Station,  Helena,  MT 
59620. 

Members  of  the  Select  Conmittee  on  Water  Marketing  are: 

Sen.  Jean  Tumage  (R-Polson)  ,  Chair 

Sen.  Chet  Blaylock  (D-Laurel) 

Sen.  Jim  Shaw  (R-Wibaux) 

Sen.   Dave  Manning    (D-Hysham) 

Rep.   Dan  Keimis    (D-Missoula) 

Rep.  Dennis  Iverson  (R-Whitlash) 

Rep.  John  Shontz  (D-Sidney) 

Rep.  John  Harp  (R-Kalispell) 


Groundwater  Advisory  Council 

The  Groundwater  Advisory  Council,  appointed  by  Governor  Schwinden  in 
April  of  1983,  is  coirpleting  its  activities  in  preparation  for  the  1985 
legislative  session.  During  its  most  recent  meeting  on  August  2,  the 
council  considered  recomendations  fron  four  subcormittees  on  integrated 
management  strategies,  groundwater  quality  protection,  interagency 
coordination,  and  groundwater  data  management. 

The  council  recognized  that  some  areas  of  Montana  have  valuable 
groundwater  resources  that  have  not  been  utilized.  Developnent  of  these 
resources  may  someday  provide  dependable  and  inexpensive  water  supplies  for 
a  variety  of  uses.  Improved  groundwater  data  and  enhanced  public  awareness 
can  increase  the  opportunities  for  using  these  resources. 
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There  is  a  need  to  itrprove  the  quality  of  data  obtained  from  well 
drillers  and  to  iitprove  u^jon  the  standards  for  well  construction  and  well 
corpletion.  Such  standards  are  needed  to  protect  water  quality  and  to 
reduce  well  interference.  Protection  against  "mining"  of  groundwater  or 
aquifer  depletion  is  needed  to  guard  against  loss  of  water  supplies  in 
areas  where  groundwater  is  limited,  especially  where  it  serves  as  the  sole 
source  for  dctnestic  and  livestock  needs.  Other  topics  of  concern  included 
the  identification  and  recognition  of  "tributary  groundwater"  -  the 
groundwater  that  discharges  to  streams  or  other  s\xrface  water.  The 
integrated  management  of  surface  and  groundwater  is  necessary  to  protect 
existing  water  rights  on  surface  waters. 

Water  quality  problems  are  of  particular  concern  in  the  manageirent  and 
development  of  groundwater.  Iiiproper  well  construction,  pollution  spills 
or  leaks,  and  improper  siting  of  waste  disposal  areas  pose  significant 
threats  to  groundwater  qioality.  Two  areas  of  special  concern  to  the 
council  are  leaking  underground  fuel  or  chemical  storage  tanks,  and  reserve 
pits  used  to  contain  fluids  during  oil  and  gas  drilling  operations.  The 
council  recognizes  the  need  for  improved  regulation  and  inspection  in  these 
areas. 

An  interagency  council  was  proposed  to  provide  a  better  exchange  of 
information  among  the  many  agencies  concerned  with  sane  phase  of 
groundwater  use  and  protection. 

The  council  members  gave  highest  priority  to  the  recomiendation  for 
improved  data  collection  and  storage.  Because  much  of  Montana's 
groundwater  has  not  been  either  developed  or  contaminated,  emphasis  should 
be  placed  on  obtaiiiirig  an  improved  infonration  base  on  the  nature  of  the 
resource.  These  data  are  necessary  to  allow  for  the  orderly,  efficient  and 
wise  future  uses  of  the  state's  groundwater  resources. 

The  council  will  carplete  its  review  of  reconnendations  and  prepare 
its  final  report  to  the  governor  and  the  legislature  prior  to  the  1985 
session. 


EQC  Reports  on  Energy  Program 

In  1981,  the  Montana  Legislature  directed  the  EQC  to  study  hew  the 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  was  inplementing  the 
Renewable  Energy  Grants  and  Loans  (REGAL)  program.  The  EQC  issued  its 
first  oversight  report  in  1982,  detailing  the  history  of  the  program, 
concerns  raised  by  the  legislature,  and  reccmended  improvements. 

Since  that  report,  the  1983  Legislature  amended  the  law  to  allcw 
grants  and  loans  for  energy  conservation  under  the  program,  and  to  allcw 
private  ownership  of  research  results.  The  DNRC  also  started  or  corrpleted 
several  projects  that  will  affect  the  REGAL  program  (which  was  recently 
renamed  RECP  -  the  Renewable  Energy  and  Conservation  Program) : 

— the  Sustainable  Energy  Assessment  (SEA)  project  explored  the  best 
ways  to  spend  program  funds  in  ten  alternative  energy  areas,  including 
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geothermal,  biofuels,  wind  and  small-scale  hydropower.  The  SEA  projec± 
also  signalled  a  DNRC  trend  of  soliciting  proposals  for  specific  project 
areas,  instead  of  relying  solely  on  unsolicited  proposals. 

— the  DNRC  is  establishing  a  more  active  pi±)lic  information  thrust  to 
RBCP,  including  a  marketing  study,  a  report  library,  and  cooperative 
prcposal  developnnent  between  the  department  and  the  public. 

— the  DNRC  is  cooperating  with  the  Bonneville  Power  Administration  and 
the  Northwest  Pcwer  Planning  Council  in  a  project  to  construct  100 
superinsulated  hones  in  western  Montana.  The  project,  the  Residential 
Standards  Demonstration  Program,  will  test  the  costs  and  benefits  of  these 
energy-efficient  hemes,  as  well  as  acquainting  Montana  builders  with 
superinsulating  techniques.  The  DNRC  is  contracting  with  the  National 
Center  for  Appropriate  Technology  for  a  similar  project  in  eastern  Montana. 

The  EQC  has  proposed  a  nuntier  of  reconmendations  for  its  report  to  the 
1985  Legislature.  One  of  the  most  inportant  is  for  a  formal  relationship 
between  RBCP  and  the  banking  community,  which  EQC  termed  "irrperative  for 
the  success  of  the  loan  prograjn. "  Another  reccmnendation  calls  for  further 
strengthening  of  the  public  involvement  segment  of  the  program.  Finally, 
EQC  repeated  its  1982  recarrrendation  that  DNRC  prepare  and  disseminate 
preliminary  environmental  reviews  (PER's)  of  its  projects  under  the 
program. 

The  EQC  report  should  be  available  in  October.  For  a  free  copy, 
contact  EQC,  Capitol  Station,  Helena,  MT  59620/444-3742. 
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EIS  Listing 


LEAD 
AGENCY 

DSL 


DSL 

DSL 

DSL 

DOE/BPA 

DOE /WAP A 

DOI/BLM 

DSL 


PROJECT 

Consolidation  Coal  CX  Ranch 
Mine,  Big  Horn  County 

Stillwater  Mining  Company, 
Stillwater  County 

Western  Energy  Rosebud  Mine, 
Area  D,  Rosebud  County 

Wolf  Mountain  Mine,  Big 
Horn  County 

Residential  Weatherization 

Program 

Great  Falls-Conrad  Power- 
line 

Bear  Trap  Canyon  Management 
Plan,  Madison  County 

Homes take  Mine,  Park  County 


DRAFT 


FINAL 


Late  1984 

Expected 
Winter  1984 

Expected 
Late  1984 

Expected 
1984 

9-83 

8-84 

2-84 

7-84 

7-84 

Late  1985 

380  copies  of  this  public  document  were  puDlished  at  an  estimated  cost  of  50C  per  copy  for  a  total  cost  of 
S190,  which  includes  S130  for  printing  and  S60  for  distribution. 
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